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-ABSTRACT ' -
i Asse551ng the Reagan Admxnxstratxon s fxrst 3 years

in offxce, this paper evaluates the administration's inability to
enact its educatxon agenda, which included reductions of federal

) regulatxons, cuts in education spending, tuition tax credxts, prayer .

in the public schools, and abolxshxng the Department of Education.

The consolidation of programs into a sxngle Block Grant called

Chapter I1 and the consclidation of Title 1 programs in Chapter 1

elxmxnated many of the strxngs that ~governed state and: 1ocai ‘use_ of
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difficult, and little has been accomplxshed Except for the éhapter I

. program, consoixdatxon has been unsuccessful. Tuition tax credits

were rejected by the Senate. Plans to restructure fingncial aid were

never seriously considered; and the Department of Education remains

in existence. Overall, education policy under President Reagan has

tmhanged very little, and the federal role in education looks very
uch as it .did under tﬁe past four admxnxstratxons. (Author/MD)
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" ABSTRACT - o

\ ~ - 13
The Reagan Administration entered office” with 4n ambitioiis

- domestic policy agenda. Federal aid to education was targeted for

substantial reductions. Among its specific ideas,; the Administration -

_ proposed to reduce federal regulation,. cut spending, enact.a program L
< of tuition tax credits, restore school prayer, and abol;shithe .Depart- .
a gent of Education. This' paper assesses the Administration s record -

~

after nearly three years in office. - . : } : Y

. . Clearly there have been changes in federal education support.

° . ‘Under the terms of the Budget Reconciliation dct of 1981, the Congress
consolidated .a nupber .of very small'categoricgiaprograms into a single -
block grant (Chapter II of the Education Consoliidation and Improvement

" Act). At the same time, the Congress eliminated many of the _categor-

! icdl strings that govetned state and local-use of ‘money provided under
Title I _pf the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. _(The.unew law

was renamed Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement
Act): - R v . .

N R
- . -
.

under the Guaranteed Student Loan program (6sL): (Pp- 12-20) While

.these changes were important shifts in federal education aid; they

~fell short of the comprehensive revisions the . Reagan ‘Administratcion
" had proposed

The Administration has . been successful in reducing federal

education spending;, in real if not nominal dollars. Between 1980 and

{ 1984, federal education appropriations increased from $14:1 billion to
$15.4 billion, an.increase of nine percent. Much of this growth took

changes An 1981, has required sharply higher federal appropriations. .

When appropriations for this program are excluded from total education
<~ spending;- the increase in federal- aid 1S reduced to less than five

\

" percent. . v
When adjusted for inflatiom, however, appropriations have fallen .
2 0 for  all categories of education spending. The reduction in total

appropriations is 14.5 percent’for all programs and. 17.9 percent 1if

the GSL program is excluded. # or the major elementary and ‘'secondary

' prograns, spending in constant dollars has dropped 20.6 percent. For

postsecondary programs, appropriations areijyggziby 3.2 percent; a
decline'that includes the growth in the GSL program: (Pp. 25-27) ° -

"In other areas, "the Administration has been unsuccessful 1in

achieving its’ policy objectives. Reforming education regulations -

proved extremely difficult and little :has been accomplished (Pp:

27-31) Program consolidation was also difficult and, with the excep-

{ tion of Chapter 1, unsuccessful Tuition tax c¢redits were decisivety'*




—

J;edﬁcition; reﬁein§"in existence:. :

[
-

R T

~

Hi11. . The Department of Education, the symbol of the federal role in

There are several ironies in the Reagan efforts. First, aithough

Admtnistration has succeeded in making education a national concern of

~ the highest priority. . Moteover, some of the Reagan efforts may well

have laid the groundwork for future expansion in the federal faole. By
reducing the reégulatory requirements: that formerly governed Title I
and by credting the LChapter 2 .block. grant, the Administration has

moved the federal government one step closer to— general federal

Taken together, however, education policy @Qder President Reagan

Has changed very little,; however. Congress; at the Administration's

urging; has tapped the brakes of federal education support; but has

I

refused to accept wholesale changes:. Today, nearly three years after

. tak*ng office; any mandate for change; or any opportunity for further

change; is goneo In basic outline; the federal role in education

looks very mnch as ‘it did under Presidents Johpson; Nixon;' Ford; and

Carter. B S < v

'~ End -
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INTRODUCTION . This essay 1s a_part of AEL's project to evalu-

#te the Reagan Administration's record in the
area of domestic "income  maintenance” programs, for its first three
v - N

- years.in office. It is designed to review the original 2981 proposals

program areas—-health, housing, education, welfare, social services,

ﬁﬁtritibﬁ;'éﬁﬁiayaéﬂé and Efiiﬁiﬁg-~1§'éiéaiﬁé& in the AEI study.

' Emphasis on the needs of the poor; and the fate of government
 programs designed to help them, is af‘spéciai interest in 1983=84,
both because of the impending election and the Reagan Administration's
announced determination to provide a safety net even as domestic
spending cuts were proposed. But in the world 6f‘édﬁCéti6ﬂ the issue
is not so starkly cast as it is in E@éith,,ﬁﬁ;ritidﬁ; and housing.
iﬂdééd,éfrdﬁ a éhégrécicai standpoint, one would éiﬁéét to find only a

limited set of activities éﬁééifiaai1§'gé55éa to 'the needs of the
poor. -Poverty and educational problems are not on their face Synonym-
ous. Although the overlap between low academic achievement and low
. income is high, it is not complete: '

fn the abstract, them, education programs mig)t have been de-
signed around pedagogical criééfia; only inqideﬁtaliy related to
queéiian; of poverty. Indeed; in the 50 stéies; eﬁacacidﬂ'prbgrémé
are so desiéﬁéd; and emphasis on poverty criteria is siighh.i

£



'gdéét?ﬁéﬁf‘aéé§ {n education, while not '"means testad" in a strict -
! El . RS - - )

s

Page 2 . S )
. S : ,
. Emphasis on the pedagogical dimersions of education (as distinct

_ - - _ - _ __ ,,\,;,,,,, . ,,, .
from the impact of poverty) was not the tradition .of the federal role
in education, however. As 1t turns out,, much of what the federal

-

sense; 1is tigaita income. Indésd, the largest and most well known

federal education programs are tied to income. For example, initial

L@ . _____ o __ e - g PR . , .
eligibility determination for Title I of the Elementary\é\ﬁa;Séujﬂdar? ' LS

Education Act (ESEA) and many postsecondary student aid, programs (such
as Pell Grants) are means tested:’ o | .

While not 751”]'. education ‘progrms are means-tested, the }’giiéﬁi:
ment's _édﬂ;téiﬁpb;éry,invaiveﬁeﬁt in education is so. closely é_‘té& to
o ] ] o . o S
poverty that for the purposes of this essay we examinei the Reagan
education program iﬁ its entirety. To do so only enlarges the terrain
by a shall amount——for example, the work of the National Institute of
Education (the Department, of Education's research arm) aﬁai;ﬁé‘ﬁatiaﬁ-
.al Center f@ilﬁaéééEiaﬁ Statistics (the Department's data-gathering
arn) does got directly relate to the, question of poverty. But their {
‘aggregate budgets are only .a tiny ff&ééiaa' of the total federal -
ééﬁéﬁaituré on gducéciaﬂ; (Indeed; during the Carter years NIE wag
‘very much concerned about poverty. Carter's NIE Director; Patricd
Graham, asséfgza;chat the iﬁstftute?s mission was to conduct research
Eﬁé: would have the effect of so altering gducation practice that
fééé;,géﬁaéf, and poverty would no longer predict ‘educational out-
comes. An ambitious program, that.) ;

| ' % * % % E %
s e
: T -
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BACKGROUND The Reagan Administration entéred office with the ;J
: /
S - - - : i
most ambitious domestic policy -agenda in reiie’rit']/
i
|/
if

SN

histor\}" -Eiiiica”tion; like almost eiiery domestic issue, was targetedf/
. _ : {

N
for substantiai Eéaﬁétioﬁst (ﬁreakiné continu\‘t;;{, with every Presidenc
. i
since Truman; the Reagan. Administration proposed to decentralize mucﬁ
= of Ghat the federal governmeft had historically done ‘and ironically;

took two. new initiatives that would have had the effect of signifi-

'; antly increasing the federal role. To-préserve ﬁlocal control and
diice disagreeable federal mecidling,/the Reagan fAdiiiinistrati‘:on

-reduce t"hé

proposed'to do away with the Department of Educgation; -

™~

/
& central government s regnlatory demand_si and ' burdensg. rationalize and

streamline those programs it continued to suppor, eliminate certatn

M N
.

,,,,,,, ' /. — —

In contrast to" the efforts to simp];y decentraiize education, the

Reagan Administration a’dvanced,two\ ideas to increase the federal r@l,?s

-~ one would permit prayer in the nation's classrooms, an equally signif-

—

whose children attend -private ‘school. ,
. R

I short, the Reagan Z&iiijiinistration had ﬁixéj, policy obj ectijes in

{ .
ation; as a .consequence impressions about the impact of the 7 <\£

"education; as a consequence,

Adiﬁini‘stration;s». first three years are' varied. Perhaps the .most

, , - I
enduring impression 1is also, the most appropriate; for it i1s the
Committed to returning

e;if)ression of a consummate poli%ical irony.

l,

education to its community raots and significantly diminishing .the
H

~ federal role, this Administration has made education a nationai issue =
, z :

y

of the first priority. ;
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Considered the most aﬁtiiéducétiaﬁ President of recent history,.

e SO
Ronald Reagan has turned the nation's attention to education in a way

no predecessor was able to do:. ‘That these consequences were unintend- .

ed makes them no less important. Indeed; for the first time since the
Great Society the right education issues are'Bgfére the public: what
are education's larger purposes in a post=industrial democracy? What

should its discrete objectjves be in terms of performance and measure-

_ _ - - - . - _ S 1 R4 - R
ment?  How should education be financed? WHich taxes at what level of

government are most appropriate? How can the quality and capacity of

{ .
the nation; appropriate to the late twentieth and early twenty-first
century? And perhaps most important, what is the appropriate ‘locus of
decision-making in the education ‘grocess?

Three years ago, when the Presidential election was in 1ts final

P,

A d

would they have expected education to emerge-as a major issue for the

. 1984 Presidential campaign. And least of all would anyone have

expected Ronald Ré5§éﬁ to have seized the education high ground;

In this paper we will review what the Red@an Administration

- \). -

e

-+ had on state and local governments.and educational institutions. This

i§ not a simple undertaking. What the Admigistration has attempted to
do 4n higher education is quite different from what it sought to do in

elementary/secondary, vocational; or bilingual education. Moreover,

.. ~ R
LT v- 3

proposed, how Congress has responded, and the effect the changes have
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* the reins of federal]/ government:
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L T
the programs themseives are diverse' ~some are multi-billfon dolilar
efforts such as Title 1 (now Chapter I) .and Pell Gpants, while others
are small, almost invisible, ef‘forts aimed at .very specifi;i'_targets.

: , ; {
review the criticisms that surrounded it when President Reagan took

H

* * * x . X

Mbﬁtﬁé IN: THE REAGAN ADMINISTRA-~ The origins of federal educa=
TION §ﬁf§ ITS EDﬁéAfiéﬁ‘ AGENDA ‘tion support can be traced to
. . S N 7 )

s*i‘ 1785, biit iost 65,o'f the g¥owth

in fédéréi aid ottiirréd in the iéth’ 'cé'ntu"r?fa 'I'hé 'sm'it’h:ﬁu‘ghés- A'c'c 'df“,

s S

of subseqqent enactments deepened the federatl commitment.5 The
. \J ¢
Servicemans' Readjustment Act of 1944, popuiari? known :as the GI Biii

of Rights,; provided finéﬁéiéi aid to encourage veterans to puYsue . -

higher edncation;6 During the Korean War ‘the Congress enacted a small

<

program known as Impact w#id -designed to éompenséte local school
districts for property tax revenues lost and educational expenses
incurred Byr thé ‘p’rése"n'cé 'of fédéréi~ tﬁiiitér’? 1nst5115;16ﬁs.7 The

- héip America meet ?tné challenges presented bv the Soviet Union's

1960s that 'faaéf;—ii aid to-education grew ’répidi'y In 1963, parely in

response to President Kennedy s assassination, the Congress passed

- S 113

———

LN
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res?fct to postsecondary education.
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. AN

both the Vocational Education Act évEAi dnd the Higher Educatisn

Facilities Act;9 In 1965; Congress passed the Elemeneary and Secon*

dary Education Act (ESEA) which provided bilifons of dollars for

-~

economically and educationatiy disadvantaged children: .0’ Later that

same year étsngr’esg enacted the Higher Education Act (HEA) which

provided Guaranteed Student Lbéns (ééiéj,.‘ﬁbrkiétnd? funds, and

Supplemental Educatibnal Opportunity Grants (ééﬁﬁéi to students

Title | of ESEA is the centerpiece of fedsral aid to“elémeniary and
secondary education; and the HEA occupies a éiﬁiiér‘“ééjifiéﬁ with

-
oz

Hnre federal programs were estabiished in the 1970s: The Hiéhéf

.Educatéfn Amendments of 1972 created the Basic ‘Educational Opportunity‘

Grants (BEOGs) which ablished the principal that the federal :

L 4

the cost of col%ege.I%}bAlso in 1972 the Congress created, at Presir'

3 ,
dent - Nixon's urging; the National Institute of Education (NIE) td
RE

conduct a program oﬁueeducation research; and the Emergency School

Assistance Act (ESAA) to heip ‘school districts meet some of the costs

2

associated with desegregacing their ciassrooms.;3 The Education of

I - ( Mt
All Handicapped Childreanct of 1975 mandated significant changes in.

the education of handicapped children.'® The Vocational Educacion
Amendments of 1976 expanded the federal.role in vocational education

, Ve \ catio
and required that mara(attéﬁéian;sé given to the needs of special
groups bif pupils sich aé\ the handicapp’éd wotieri, and disadvantaged: >

Higher education programs were expanded sharply in 1978 when the’

€ongress,v following President Carter's request, enacted the Middle

+

12 | ’

\\7 .

-
MR B






Page 7
'Income Student Assistance Act..® Designed in large part to prevent
_enactment of a tuition tax credit bill; this law greatly bfoademed

o

less of family income, to borrow momey under the Guaranteed Student
- Loan Program: 4&ccess to federal financial ‘as;isténce was further
expanded when Congress passed the Higher Education Amendments of
” {980.17 o
The most important feature of the federal education agenda as it
emerged in the last two decades is its focus on equity issues, weaving-
5" together strands of race; poverty; gender; ethnicity; and handicapping

_condition: In traditional education terms--pedagogy, measurement,
. . .

more money into education ﬁitﬁbﬁt{éig@ifitéﬁéi? changing the shape or

purpose of ‘the basic programmatic structure. Indeed, the few except-

.lons further enlarged the federal role: President Nixon's commitment
to research as a national strategy to. improve édiiéé.tiéﬁi President

 Department of Education as weil as his temporarily successful attempt
to expand éliéiBiiiE§ féf-ﬁSéEsééoh&éfi financial aid Eblfﬁé middle
class. | | | e '

Interestingly, each of these ventures was suf?cyqdéd in contro-

versy. Nixon's National Institute of Education was a conceptual

breakthrough because it suggested that the federal government could,

(113
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the NIE is only barely ative..®

Aid to the Handicapped; although an extension of earlier federal

policies; represented a quantum leap in the prescriptiveness of

-~

_ education aid. Alone among federal education programs, P.L. 94-142 is

fot conditional. Because the law 1s cross-referenced with a .major
civil rights mandate (Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973),

states and localities must comply whether or not they take federal

i . T .
minimal ‘portion of the law's costs.

v _ I _ . _ o o 1/775
‘Carter's MIGAA plan (Middle Income Student Assistance Act) was
doomed from the start. Created for the wrong reason (to derail

< v

B . . o ~ o . . )7"\7 e o
enactment of tuition tax credits) even the most ardent supporters (in
: : i

moments of candor) recognized. it 4s wretched excess. Evidemce that
o o N . - o

things were getting out of hand occurred when a Monev magazine article
said, correctiy; "even a Rockefeller can get -a school loan at 9

Gardens touting GSL funds as a source of assistance for home remodel=
ing.lg

' As $ederal aid to education grew in é%é 15765; so did complaints
aboit 1its inflexibility and intrusiveness: Some state’ and local

officials had become critical of federal aid, citing the paperwork 1

. generated; the administrative burden it created, and the prescripcive-

‘ negs it often entailed. At the postsecondary level, institutional

— ’,~\-‘
s
w114



Page 9
officials questioned whether federal aid had become overly intrusive:
In 1975, for example, Columbia University's William McGill éﬁqké

disapprovingly of the "myriad pedantic and sometimes contradictory

of adversary conflict," and the "formidable bureaucracy that must be
. — . - _
served with a constant diet of reports and data."?0 - ,

“

1970s the criticisms mounted:>’ The concern reached a new height.

during the 1979 debate over the creation of a U.S. Department of

Federal expenditures for elementagy and secondary education increased
: 22

from $2.4 billion in 1968 to $6:7 bililon in 1981:2% Higher education

appropriations jumped from less than $500,000 to $6.3 billion during .

the same time péfidd.za Indeed, when President Reagan was Xpaugur-

eligibility provisions enacted in.1978.
Confronted by this evidence, and encouraged by its own predilect-

ions to reduce the federal government's presence in American Society,
the Reagan Administration set an ambitious agenda for reforming

federal aid to eddcation: According to the 1980 Republican platform,

the AdﬁiﬁiéEEéEiEH would:

il1s



-——- -~

the crazy quilt of wasteful _programs with a system of block
grants...support deregulation by the federal government of

public education::..encourage the elimination of the Depart-

= [ - = _ - IT.____ JE .

ment of Education..:restore prayer in public schools:.::halt

forced bysing:.:enact tuition tax relief into law...ciear

away the tangle of Eigulation that has driven up college
expenses and tuition.

i

4

reghaping federal éid. Their 1981 report, Méﬁdété Af'o'i’— Lead’ershig,

proposed:

. i:.restructuring (programs)iifc shift educational deci-

sion-making back to the state and local 1levels and' to

eliminate ﬁést .of the enormous paperwork -and administrative

E&ucatieﬁ) personnel (164);.:..a change in the policy and

personnel- in the Office of €ivil Rights;::.replacing ESEA

.. with a ;system of block grants (175)...or vouchers

(177),...hrastically cutting the buydget for the Women's
Education Equity Act (180);...and reducing the administra-
tive costs of regulatiops,fand -grants, with particular
attention;to "social justice" requirements found in Section
504 of the. Réhabilitatidh Act of 1973 (access to facilities

1972 (education?% equity, ‘and Executive Order 11246 (affir=
native action).

Heritage ¥id not tike a position on the Department of Education. ﬁié?

tion policy’"zs: Others had stronger views. In December 1980; for

example, Presidential Counselor Edwin Meese told the U.S. CSaEBer of
Commerce that the Department of Education was 'a bureahcratic joke

and reiterated tHe President's commitment to eliminating it:
Upon taking office, the Administration moved to give shape and

stricture to 1ts agenda. Guided by OMB Director David étéckman; the

Reagan Administration moved quickly and rewrote the fiscal year 1982
4

budget submitted by the outgoing Carter Administration. On February

-

18, 1981; President Reagan released’A Program for Economicrﬁecdverg, a
—

' .

116

ot



Page 11

» . ) : g - .
blueprint for reshaping the federal Bﬁa§é5;27 This document outlined
a sét of sweeping changes intended to alter federal expenditure; tax,

regulatory, and monetary policies. One set of proposals, entitled

"Slowing the Growth of Government Spending,” was ailmed ét'§hé federil
- N - L2

government's domestic policy activities.

. A

| The Administration laid out a series of "guidelines)} to help
identify areas for budget cuts:” The guidelines included: .

1o Preserving the §6éiéi safety netwbrk of programs for
the needy. -

L

o Reducing subsidies to middle- and upper-income groups. .

o Reducing overhead and 'personnel costs _to the federal
government. ] ) :

o Applying Sound economiic g;igeria to subSidy programs.

o Consolidating categorical grant programs into . block
. grants. . , ~
Oniy one education program--Head Start--was to be preserved.as part of

L)

the Administration's safety met: " Almost all other education pro-.

grams were targeted for varying degrees of pblicy changes sgd/or

budget reductions. Some of the propose ymodifications were adopted in
& . .

the Budget Reconciliatidh Act of 1981$\;thers are still under con-

§iderétibﬁv ‘Eﬁg some have been abandoned. It is, however, to the
S ) i 7 o / B ) 7 ) . )
initial budget proposals and their resolution that we first turn eur
_ ~
attention. -
% * * % %
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THE 1983 BUDGET: REQUEST Responsibility for submitring
AND RECONCILIATION = 5 . . . ™ the fiscal year 1982 budget fell

N to the 6dtgbiﬁ§ Céftef. Adﬁiﬁ;

istration< on Jéﬁ§&§§ 15; 1981; JPresident Carter submitted a budget

1981. While the Carter budgec generally preserved existing programs,

it did propose a sub3tantial reduction in the Impact Aid program and a
tightening 6£ eligibility for tﬁé éuéféﬁteed Stuaéﬁt Loans. ¥

‘* dent for the last two decades ﬁéé-éﬁégeéiéd reducing expenditures for
\ _ ! it

‘this program, inevitably without success: Reductions in the GSL
program was a new idea, but one that was clearly necessary. Following

the broadening of eligibility in the Middle Income Student Assistance

Act, éédéfai prdgrém costs rose from $500 million (in 1978) to $2.5
billion in 1981 - Unless checked, the volume of loan guarantees was
ioas 29 N

expected to reach $10 billion in 1982. ‘ﬁ

, .
to reduce outlays. They proposed: (l) limiting loans to a student' s &\i

expected family contribution had been caicuieted; (2) eliminating the

i ~

dbandon®d the Carter Bﬁdget. On February 5, 1981, President Reaghn

warned of an "economic calamity of tremendous proportions” if his,

.18 L
N1



' -
eccnggic program were not adopted. Two weeks later, Reagan presented
- ‘ 6

4|

éongre’g with his "?rogran fdr Eédﬁdmic ié:dVéry“ aﬁd,~dn'ﬁérch 10,
. ;o :
31

N 3 » ’ L
Thesevdocuments were the roadmaps for the Administration s efforts to
® -
reduce the size and'activities of the federal government. Almost ail

areas of the federal budget were targéied for changes. K In-a few_

¥tases ;gl\,’generaiiy "in the Department of Defemse, the Administration
T S - M AT I
outlined increases in federal spending. However; in domestic §ocial®
i \ . . A -
~ o~ _ . .

7pdiicv, Sudget cuts were the rule. . T

$13.0 billion at thehDepartment of Education in FY 1982; $4.0 billion-
less’ than Carféréféiuéstéd; in additior it;calléd for Gidésﬁrééd v

oo hlgher‘education are briefly described in the following sections;33
. . N 5 Sl , .
: : . , i s ¥ ; L
ELEMEﬁfAﬁf/SECONDARY PROPOSALS fhé céntérﬁiécérof the Administra:

Budget outlined the Administration s i1deas; 1t was not until late
April that the details %@came available. The Administ}ation suggested

consoiidating 44 elementary and secondary programs into two packageS“

including Titie i of EGEA and most the Education for A1l Handi-

capped Children Act (P. L (2ﬁ;}4?9.‘ It also repeaied existing planning

and evaluation provisions, fiscal controls; program reguiations; and

.- rikd s N . - ¢
SR SRS A

AN



; .
reporting %eiﬁiiﬁﬁeﬁté; ‘In addition; fiscal requirements that many

ffi&iéiW found oneraus——such as maintenance of

=== >

state éﬁd local

a
"effort, comparability, supplement not supplant, excess costs, and

oo . 3
matchéng provisions--were to be eliminated:. Finally, there :were go

required advisory committees or: procedural mandates for program -

piahhihg or administration.
~ (4

- §

tion-rthe educationait&ldeprived; handicapped studenas involved ' in

 desegregation; adults lacking basic education; negiected and delin-

;quent children, and migrant youth. Funds were to be used only.for the -

1

proposal did not require that services be provided for any one or all

of these grdupé::ﬁéréiy.that one brfmaré'grﬁupé benefit.

The Reégaﬁ plan was divided into two parts: Title i; Financfal

¥

Assistance to Meet Special Needs; and Title EI; Financial Assistance

for Improvement of School RéQEﬁfEeE and. Performance. Titie I was

allocated $3.8 billion, with the vast majority of the m&ﬁé§ to be

'diStributed ‘directly Eo local school districts. Title II, which

prov1ded $565 million to the states, consoiidated 38 small categoricai

" programs incd a sihgle award; Funds under this title were to be used

to éﬁéburégé academic exegllence through effective instructional and
. P o

management practices, iﬁﬂfb&é student achievement, increase pppdrtuni-
e
ties. for educational. services for students with special needs, ?nd

- ""<-

On May 5, the Administration s block grant propo i’ were fdrméi—

20
SR

same actibities as under existing programs. Importantly, however, the

¥

B
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T

tﬁé Senate Lasatji%d Human Resources éaaﬁiféééﬁ Hearings were held &y

and; on May 20, a companion bil} (H; : 3645) was inn}dfuced in the
House of ReﬁrééeﬁEéﬂ;eé by §é§* John Erleamborn (R-I113).

A number of_zither suggesced changes would have further reduced

: federal education aid For examp;.e, the Reagg.tg Adminisgration_accept-

L P LT T o
ed the Carter ‘Administration’s recommendation for cutting Impact Aid
and eliminatdgg the Youth Caﬁéérvatiaﬁ'éarpg. 'Vocational education

g

was targeted for a 15 p/e;cent reduction from the Carter request.

-

Budget redu% in other Hepartments would also have signifi=

«

cantiy affected federal support for education. For example,- EHe

Administracion proposed to eliminate the public service EIEﬁiésrTnéﬁE

.programs of the Comprehensive Employment and. Training Act (CETA) and

reduce eligibility for the food stamp and child nutrition programs.

Although fechnically .these are not education programs, they do have an

important effect on elementary and secondary schools, especially in

urban areas. ‘ . ) .
) : h
ELEMENTARY/SECONDARY "RECONCILIATION RE‘SULT‘S President Reagan

signeq the Omnibus

. . 1

Budget ﬁeéonciiiéEiéﬁ Act of 1981 into law on August 13, 1981,

Politicians and journalists alike called it a dramatic triump?h for the

new administrati’cjn; ‘Representative James R. :Tones-i\; the Democratic

Id

_chairman of the House Budget’ Committee, called it "the most monumental

and historic turnaround in fidyal policy that has ever occurred.">’
Senator Pete V. Domenici, Republican chgfrman of the Senate Budget

3

v

|

)
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_Coﬁﬁittee; said it was the single most heroic effort at controliing

tory'"36 ' .

Certainly the Reconciliation Act provided for several major -
changes in the structure and administration of federal —education //
programs. Perhaps the most dramatic modifications were the.consoli=

'-.. 77777 /

dation of many small categorical programs into a s1ngle block grant //

and the redesign of the Title I of the Elementary and SEcondary Act.//
Both were adopted when; as part of. the Reconciliation Act; Congress

created the Education eaaééii&éEiéﬁ@ and Improvement Act (ECIA) dé

1981. ‘While ECIA was cleariy consistent with the Adninistration S
interest in block grants, itiinciéded none,of the major.programs the
Administration wanted. to c::nsolidate,‘nor did 1t eliminate ; / many

¢ regulitory strings as they suggestéd.37 | /a
%

Chapter I of ECIA basically~continues ESEA Title I by/groviding

i financial assistance to state educational agencies (SEAs).and local

ducationaiiy

education agencies (LEAs) for the - special needs of

deprived children: The new 'law, however, eliminates m@st regulatory
requirements except those related to fiscal accountabi}ity. According

to the legislation; g5 y

'I’he Congress declares it to be the policy »Pf the United

whlch will eliminate burdensome, unnecessary, and unproduct—
ive paperwork and free the schools of unnecessary federal
supervision, -direction and control...Congress...finds that
federal assistance [for education] will be more effective if

education...personnel are freed from overly prescriptive

sary for fiscal accouggability and make no contribution to
the education program.

to: (1) use federal aid as a supplement to state and local resources,

e {
221 -
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o~

gi€cai- audits| and program evaluations; (4)\ consult with parents and

teachers about program design and vimpiementaEian; ~and (Sjkkpravide

services to private school students. Yet, as a general rule, Chapter

I gives schdol systems substantially greater léeway in administering

1

student benefictaries: - . | | s s

Chapter II represented an even greater departure from the status

quo. Under this measure, some 29 previously. separate categorical

grants.are consolidated into one simplifisd program. Programs affected,

Incentive Act. S

The provisions of Chapter II are grouped intd three program
‘subchapters—-basic skills development;, educationgl improvement and

visions. The SEAs .and LEAs are to deterfiine specific educational j :

' needs and priorities among th& prograw ~Subchaptérs. States are

géquiréi to design a formula for distrfbuting Chapter II funds with. .
the aseistance of.an advisory committeé appointed by the governor. 2

v ) | .




~

Chapter 11 requires both qhe SEA and LEA to submit applications

for funds*for a ﬁeriod not to exceed three years. The law includ a

under both chapters.39 In addition, the applzcation~\require Btsz

} - 4 :
in;pud ass”'inces regarding systematic COnSuitation ‘'with parents;

.

te ohers, and School administrators reg\rding program pianning and

- i

impléﬁeﬁtatioﬁ; and the maintenance of records required: for fiscal

U & - N
—dﬁdits and program evaluation. Finally; plans must describe tHe . .

<« allocation of funds among the program - suBchapters (basic skills,

S S R
;fducation§§4improvement and . support services, and special projects)

almost complete discretion in deciding how to spend the funds.

Legislative change, ’however, did not " efid: with the EGEA The

$u a
Reconciliation Act also revised several other programs that Reagan had

ﬂ

§66§EE to aaaify, rincluding child nutrition, CETA, Imp'séE'é;ia; and

R iVocational Education. ’ Funding for child nutrition -programs was

Y

reduced, chiefiy by 1owering income eligibility iimits for students

receiving federaily subsidi ed meals.k Public service jobs.authorized

y -

i
work on Eederal property, but not both) was“eiiminated after fiscal.

year 1984, -and approﬁriations for the program were reduced from 5682

L 4

million in . FY 1981 to $456 million in FY 1982: Finaiiy;;fnnding for

the Voéational Educatifon Act was reduced, but not nearly as much as

e

: ] j m\\ /‘,’) .

Ll
1

e

LRy



_ HIGHER EDUCATION P?GPOS££S. _ ?ﬁéjﬁdﬁiﬁistraiionls higher edf ation
7 | ';‘71 l T proposals were 1ess dramagic han those
/ in elementary/secondary education, in part because they did not urge a
v fundamentai restruc;uring“,of the programs. In addition, ‘the most

T = -
important» proposals~—tof4reduce eligibility for Guaranteed Student

\ e
Eligibility cﬁanges were also requested for the Pell Grants. The

Adﬁiniscration\proposed tovtarget Pell:Grantsrmore specifically on tﬁe
iitruly .needi;" increase the amount of discretionar? income that_

A ‘s

self= help contribution from the student before students could‘receiv57 ¢

a‘Pell award. > . e e ‘ T

- Non-education programs with 'higher educations provisions were also
cargeted: social §ecufit§ benefits to college students whose parents
. [ ] N .
received Social Secnrity were to be eliminated “This program, béguﬁk\

. o ,,,\i\',,, o _ I

in 1965 at a ‘cost of $165 illion* was projected to cost.SZ.O billion

© in 1981 making it the third largest studént 5§§i§E£ﬁéé ﬁfagféa The
. q -

“  Administration argued that benefits under this program often went to

A
1” —

middle-— and upper-income students because eligibility was Jyot _t

“,,

-

financial need. More'o'_ver, since the size of the student' s Avard was

ocial Security entitlement, the higher the

tied to the §aréﬁé§5
oo L . . . .
parents' earnings the higher the student s benefit. Phasing out of

this prngram had been encouraged unsuccessfully, by Presidents Carter

and Ford. . ~ »
;

Finally, the Administration proposed to cut in half the budgéts

for veterans' edutation benef'ivts; 2 i

5 o

-



' HIGHER EDUCATION RECONCILIATION RESULTS The ﬁéeaaeiliatiaa Biil

v

‘Administration's two main ‘proposals for curbing the GSL program: As

contained ~one of the

-

-

the President ﬁrged; the Congress established a~"needs test" limiting

GSL loans to ,'c'he amounts needed to cover educational costs. However,
4 . B
the test applied only ‘to students from families with incomes over

a five percent origxnation fee on each new guaranteed loan, so that a

student needing a $2,000 loan would havé to pay a fee of $100

-

Congressional action also, imposed appropriations limits on the

L.

Pell Grant program for the first . time.' The Department of Education

priations ceiling would_not be exceeded. {n addition, the Act set

.

dlithorization levels for the "campus-based” student aid programs

(Colleée_work-studi;‘Snppléméntal Educational opﬁafeaaiey Grants, and

National 5&;&&& SEﬁ&éﬁE taaa§> at. thetir fifi 1. year iééé levels for
o

the next three years, effectively foreclosing growth in these programs

through 1984;f~

Finally, Social Security benefits for students were eliminated, |

with nd new recipients after June 1982. For students still in the

progranm, benefits would be rediced by 25 percent annually until all

A

26
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FURTHER 1982 BUDGET REDUCTIONS On September 24; 1981; President
T Réééén proposed additional Bﬁ&ééf
cuts to keep the federal defici@élfrom growing._ (At this point,

‘nnBeiieGéBie as iE‘sounds now, the Administracion prbjected a 322 -9 .

billion deficit in fiscal year 1983 ‘and a balanced budget in fiscal

year -1984.) The centerpiece of the proposal was a 12 percent: across-
the=board cut in discretionary noh-defense programs. The Administra=

tion also proposed to reform sevéral entitlement ﬁfngtéﬁé and to

revise the tax code to eliminate aBuse...and enhance tax collect-

ions;féz . One Eﬁénge was the eiimination of the in-schooi interest

§nB§i&y7from the Guaranteed Student Loan Prvgram; Jb;'g o

Congress rejected the changes in the Guaranteed Student Loan

program and, in November 1981, agreed to cut domestic discretionary
programs by two percent. The White House found the congressional
lefforts 1n§uff1c1ent, and on ' November 23 the President vetoed the

feasure. His veto left government agencies without legal authority to
. '?

operate; except for essential activities such as defense and law

enforcement.‘ As a result; many federal agencies; including the

ﬁeﬁéfEﬁeﬁEuéf Education, closed for the aai; Eventually; the Congress

L

‘and the White ‘House -were abie to agree on ‘a continuing resolution

which reduced domestic ‘spending nearly $4 Biiii&ﬁ;”iéféel§‘B?liﬁﬁnéing

" a four percent across-the-board reduction zrmost domestic programs.

The Congress, nearly a year later, ovdrturned this reduction when
it enactad a éu'p'p'ieﬁental A'p'p'r'cjp'riation. ' This measure; passed over
President Reagan's veto, ‘_i:éfj.é'ct:’ed the Administration's request for
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programs,; espectally student assistance:.

* % * * *

THE 1983 BUDGET In the fiscal year 1983 budget the Reagan Admin=
iéttétioﬁ ﬁédé Cléér it§ Viéioﬁ of thé fédéril
role in education:

The Administration 561ieve§ tﬁét‘ federal iﬁvoivéﬁeﬁt Eiﬁ

leveis:. The budget includes proposals that would restore a

more appropriate federal-state regulatory balance and would

substantially reduce the Federal regulatory burden imposed

on states and localities...Significant reductions in funding
for almost all programs are also requested. .

The creation of the Department of Education symbolized the
progressive intrusion of the Federal Government into an
"educational system that has drawn {its strength from diversi-
ty, adaptability, and local control. Legislation is being
transmitted to abolish the Depértment of Education, form a

Foundation for Education Assistance, and traaner several
- _programs to other agenciles whose missions are more: appropri—
( ate for these activities... . . -

Federal spending for 1983 is expected to continue 1its

deciine from the excessive levels reached in recent
-years.... : - Cae

B
)

I . I

the Administration recommended $10.0

.« 3.

For “Fiscal year 1983
billion in appropriations; $3:0 billion less than they originally

_ ig -
proposed in 1982 The most visible proposal intthe 1983 budget was the

" request to abolish the Départﬁent of Education; create a much smiiier

! ¥

i

‘tion reductions for dlmost all education programs. Among elemen-

tary/secondary programs; the suggested budget cuts included: Chapter.

II (a reduction of $870 million from their March 1981 request for the

FY 1982 budget); Chapter II ($130 million); Indian Education ($30°

? W;: S | ;"”éﬁ ﬁ?@i ‘_ o . sf:i 15

Bl

%



million); Vocational and Adult Education (s219 million). .

Substantial changes were recommended for postsecondary education;

L ¥
The Administration proposed to cut Pell Grants from $2.4 billion to
$1.4 billion. Thé ﬁékiﬁﬁﬁ student award was to be reduced from 51;800

climbing 10 to 15 percent annualiy The Administration proposed to

eliminate Sﬁﬁﬁléﬁéntii Grants,; National Direct Student Loans, and

State Student Incentive Grants and requested an 18 percent funding cut

in the College Work-Study Program. - g L
Modifications were . again propo;ed to cut federal outlays in the |

Guaranteed Student Loan program. The 1983 version called for increas-

”ing the origination fee from five to ten percent, apgiying. needs

anaiyéié to all GSL borrowers (rather ‘than just those with familyb

incomes ébbﬁé $30;000) and eliminating graduate and professional

students ff&ﬁ the program. The ﬁ&ﬁ;@igtfitiéﬁ §6§§é§téa‘tﬁét gradudte
students borrow under the Aﬁxiliary Loans to Assist Students program

(with the infelicitous acronym ALAS), which carried a 12 percent

interest rate and does not offer the in-school

change was justified because graduate and pre ipnal students

frequently have high earnings prospects, andy, it was b&lieved, would -

have little difficulty repaying the higher debts. Unfortunately, in

most §tété§ the ALAS program, which had been authorized by the iétdﬁf

ciliation Act of 1981, had not yet begun to-lend money to graduate or _
y‘ R ) ) 7 l 7 ;‘ o 7 ] 1 ’

professional students. As a result, the suggestion to eliminate thééé

,,,,, ,\ ~ 4

edncation loans.
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In contrast to the 1982 budget proposals, the Administration's

I S o N B 4
1983 budget met with very little success. The propo/9¢ to abolish tne

Department of Education was not seriously considered. The suggesti ns

for the GSL program were met with an outcry from college and un;'

-~

% |
%
%
% |

THE 1984 BUDGET In 1984 the Administration continued its efforts

to reduce the federal preseince in education.
According to the budget justification: . / .

...The Fedeéral Government s actus spendﬂng on §pétific

education programs and itsrrp;eacriptive regulations in-
and 1970s; resulting in a - 3

ce on parental; state; and

cing....The  administration

creased substantially in the 1960

growing and inappropriate influe
local education decision- : e
continues to believe that a Caﬁinec level agency is inappro- i

priate agd unnecessary and Will work with the Congress to N\
develop ; a_ different .strt ure more appropriate for the

Federal role in education..

As with previous Budgétg, che'Aaministratian pE6§6§é& reducing educa-~

ductions in ECTA Chapter I; Chapter II;,speéiai éaucaciaﬁ, rehabilita-

tion, and educational researgh and statisties. Major cuts were
suggested for Indian Education, Impact Ald; _Jocational and Adult

Education, and Bilingual Education. The 1984 budget also previewed




" A President Goes to School

rw
Page 25 B

fi§e new initiatives to be submfited later: tuition tax credits,

elementary and secondary education vouchers, math and science block

grants, education savings accounts, and the removal of education from
o S . / '
Cabinet-level status. , /

/ o
. oo _ _ _ T / N _ - .

. The Administration proposed to devote the same amount of funds to
the Pell éraﬁté and caﬁpué:kaééd student aid §ragrdz§ as in 1983 é$3 6

{ NC el "7;
Under’:;;>\8eagan plans;  Pell Grants re to be replaced by a new
program of "self-help" grants. Fundin§7:er the program would increase

from $2:4 billiom (1983 appropriatij ) to $2.7 billion. College

work-study funds were to be boosted t01$850 million (an increase of 44

-

percent). At the same . time, however,qthe Administratidﬁ called for

eiiﬁihatiﬁg Supplemental «Grants, State Incentive Grants, and new

“ﬁfagfaa; Under the Reagan budget,.the origination fee for graduate

and ﬁf&fessional students wonld( increase fﬁom five percent to ten

percent: In addition, all students would be féiﬁi?é& to prove finan-
L s .
cial need before rgceiving a loan. . L .

4 -

The~Administration also called for the creation of a tuition tax

states both to increase the number of math and science teachers and

b

honor outstanding teachers.

o~

L ad

e
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the Departments of Eabor; Heaith and Human Slites. and Education.

This marked the fiﬁgtﬁtime since FY 1979 that t ongress had managed

to pass an appropriatdon bill for these agencies: In general* Cone

ti’ié iiiéf]df édiitétidii §fdgréﬁi§ iti FY 198&. Thé_b’h’é exgeg;.ﬁon was thé
cuafantééa‘ Student Loan program, —where iaaéf interest rates and;
= _

reduction :tn federal appropriations. The Administration's new initia-

tives generally recetved scant attention. ‘ :

vl.:ooking at the 1980 to 1984 budget Biétory suggests that the
ﬁeagan Administratit?n has managed to hold federal education Spending
rélétiiiél? constant. In ourrent dollars the total federal education
‘appropriationé moved from 516.1 billién it\ fiscal 1980 to $14.7

I } . __ - } : _ S
billion in 1982 and $15 4 billion in 1984; an increase of nine” per~

,gram. The GSL is, an entitleHient, and the appropriations needed to

. -

fund the program depend on a number of fluctuating factors, including

intéré§t rates, participants, and ‘the costs of postsecondar; educa-

right to participate. .Thus the ~program is not.;subject to annual

éﬁﬁfoﬁfiationé controls. t

’

- s

early l980?; 'fable 2 [at end of paper] illustrates this growth and
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;tﬁewpeffect it had On the entire Department of Education budget.

‘ s 7
Between 1986 and i983. ; approigﬁations increased by nearly 200
percent, before failing off in 1984 %his had a major impact on total .
, N s

spending forocfﬁe hepartment\ rfhe major postsecondary education
:/ H r

»programs showed ta 23 pErcent appropriations increase, awjunp almost
Wy e LT
entirely attributable to GSL costs. By.contrast,'the.major;elenencary‘Lg

- .
IS

and secondary programs showed virtually no change between 1980 d

‘}z.

1984. Total spending for the»Department of Education,grewfﬁiv

v-n

‘mr"m\

percent over this period; but. when GSL spending is 31iminated;;tﬁé
' a .
increase was a very modest fivedpercent. _ e A

In real terms, féderai education spending is lower (in avery -
N " . ) . .
category except GSL) than it was in 1986 The ‘real (after infiation)

; D . B

drop 1in elementary/secondary programs is 20.6 percent. : For posté

éé'ondéry prograﬁs. the chan é is a ﬁodest 3" percent decline.' The

.

@ the GSL progam. -If this program were excluded or if the‘elimination

of socal security benefits. for college students were included federal
> : .-
aid would show a sharp decline.- ' . S

program, it shows a decline of. 17:.7 percent. When tﬁe GSL program is

includéd total appropriations for the Department of Education show a

drop of 14.5 percent over the four-year period* s

\) a

g o Budgetary changes are not, of course, the oniy part of the Reagan

— ,,b.

iniriatives in éducacion policy; The Administrati!&whas also accsmpc-
ed to,réshépé-thé federal role through new initiatives, reguiatory‘;b

'”changeS and management propbs als. & brief review of these efforts isi

LN

R
L
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impagt on’ education policy.

* * % * *

'OTHER EDUCATION INITIATIVES Throughout their first t{

office, the Reagan Administration has

advanced several new initiatives designed to modify ®ducation aid.
Among _the most visible efforts are: regulatory reform, program

consolidation!,_abolishing the Department of Education, tuition tax

) istration s efforts; for there are other, generaiiy 1ess tmportant,

activities that could Ee_ﬁentioné&; Rather; we hope to‘iiiustrate the
E§§e§ of poilicies -the Administration has pursued and assess their

success. }
o N

ﬁfﬁﬁiAiﬁif ﬁf?ﬁiM  The Reagan Administration s commitment to reduc-

e ing ‘federal regulatory acgiGity was';clearly

stated throughout the 1980 election. Shortly after taking office,
vPresident Reagan established a cabinet level task force, headed'by

Vice ?rééident Buéhf with the assignment of identifying examples of

excess;ve federai regniation. Two areas of education policy seemedﬁ

ripe for attention: bi 1inguai education and speciai education.
Bilimgual education was an inviting target. federat invol&éﬁent
in this area dated to 1968 when Congress enacted Title VII of the

Elementary and Secondary ﬁducationipéct (ESEA). The federal role

rdl
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expanded afte;g\hﬁe u.s. Supreme eourt s 'ruling 15' Lau v: Nichols -

-

(1979) -« that San Francisco's faiiure to. educate limited- Engiish-speak-
ing Pupils was 3 violation of equal educational opportunity.47 In

1975, th’e‘Dep”a_rtment of Health;' Education and Welfare published

'ﬁinfornai guidelines" known as the Lau Remedies. These required

.

schools to provide zinstrucﬂgon £or elementary »studenté in their

were: able to participate fully when
inetruction was in English. | L ‘i ¢ ,}?f”g

 The Lau Remedies were Eiaéii-éfiéiéiiéaiéé ﬁﬁéiéaf anhd the Carter
Administration drafted a revised set of regulations: On August 5;
. 1980, . the Depertment-Jof ‘Educationi reieeged draft reéuiétioné thit

services than had ﬁrEViouél? been . néceeéary The regulations also

tion{/ On February 2, 1981, Secretary Bell withdrew the reguiations,

eéiiing'them iiharsn;.inflexib'le; burdensome; unworkabie;-and incred-

1]

ibly costly "48 Bell said that the Lau Remedies would remain, in

But tné Lau Rededies are still in éfféc:.' More than two' years'

L S ) e,
elapsed before the Reagan Administration moved to répléﬁe the existing
‘guidelines. Even then, their propoSal was in the form'of legislative

.
o

3 ii——diél o S
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changes fatﬁér than new reguiationsh Although hearings were held onm

‘.

the Aaﬁaigﬁaéiaﬁ s proposal (37 . 2682) in 1983, no action was
taﬁen. The Bilingual Education Aét (Title VII 6f ESEA), scheduled to
expire on September 30 1983, Wﬁs extended for a single yefr by the

Education Consolidation and Improvement Act Tecénical Amendments of

»19§3 49 If Congress fails to act next year,; the law wiiiube extended

—_—

'automatically until SeptemBer 1985

Regulatory, reform’ also seﬁed likely for the Education of ALl
Handicapped Children Act (P:L: 94~142): This measure is, as noted
previously, the E&ft detailed’ and prescriptive of federal education

statutes; Moreover, federal funding only covers a small portion of

the costs, so the burden of complying with and financing the law falls

heavily on state and lo£a1 governments. Not surprisingly, many ‘local

program s many supporters, however; argued strenuously against any

changes, believing that tinkering with the law would lead to dim-
inisﬁéd services.

Vice President's Reguiatory Task Forgé would examine P.L. 94-142 and

identify possible revisjons.
In Aiigust iééi, the Administration puBiighéd proposéd réguiatory

ture of time and resources on administrative activities, while

ﬁTnaintaiﬁing key procedural pfotectioﬁs;“ In .general; the new ~ -
o 5 ‘ /
1 " L] N R - _ BN
: ¢t -
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current regulations/ while maintaining some of the more general provis=—i /

iaag.so

The proposgls, i‘ttracting a storm of ;"crirti'ciéiii,; went gfﬁhére. On

both :Eﬁe 1983 and 1984 bndgets the Reagan Administration

5 : 5 o
propo ed to- consoiidate special education programs ‘at redyced levels

- fun 1ing. - HoWever, no's’p’ecific proposals have beem introduced for

.cot ‘gressional conside ation. ' . ' | B
A final ‘-'r'egijla ry initiative of note was the effort to abolish
the Internal Reveﬁ'ﬁe Service (IRS) guidelines barring discriminatory

:

'r;ivat,e schools from obtaining or retaining ‘tax-exempt status, became

a major embarrassment: Over a decade ago; “the IRS institq.ted a policy -

reinir.iné ractial non-discriminB?ton by private schools as a condition*

Y
for maintaining tax-exempt status: ';fﬁe issue has been a: continna

source"of controversy every since. it was implemented: In 19¥8 the

Carter Adminisdtration tried to impose more stringent tests of mon~

discrimination, but thefr efforts were bl.ocked by congressional

» sction. In January 1982, the Reagan Administration, by contraat,

_ . S - _ - ,~,
. sought to el&iné“ﬁé the ,p’olicy_ altoge:her; At the sé’iﬁ’e time, the
- e - TN T S s
- Administration filed a motion before the Supreme Court to “havé two -

e

 pending cases  (Bob Jones Gnivéréitir v. United Scates aud Goldsbero T

 Christian Schools, Inc. v. United States) vacated ‘and dismissed as'.

moot.

e o

*



A Presgident Goes to School &

. Page 32 .+ . . : , C ’ , '{

X

' l

diseriminated on ehe grounds “of race; Congressionai hearings were

i

held//bnt no new g 1slation was adopted Finally, in May 1983, in a
8-1 Hecision, the Supreme Court upheld the IRS polic.y.SS
/ The prinEiﬁal result of the entire prugeeding, nowAinmortaiiééd

as the BoP‘Jones,Gase; was embarrassment. The Reagan Adminisérétion
‘put itsdlf in the position of aupporting tax exempeions for privte
schobiiathathﬁriétiée racial diéériminition; in sﬁitg of ‘the éide:

. Sﬁread bipartisan agreement that such exemptions were both bad policy

L

and illegal In addition, nothing could _ha?e-»been more carefully

- crafted  to énisarrfss the private school | community; 'i‘oda’y’; most

3 T

//

tion--it 1is a,isource of school strength The  nation's Catholic V‘ ‘
e S . '
schools in particular were distressed;.because théy héVé wade enormous

strides .in achieving racial integration, and the last thing they

S T S S Il T
wanted was to be tarred with the Bob'Jones Brush. Finally; that thizyi__,

. ‘incident occurred ‘when tnition ‘tax credits were being seriousl
considered proved particularly awkward.sa

- ’ : . o R IS

CONSOLIDATION—— RedraWing tqe responsibil ties between the federal

—— - .
I

Q, and state governments was a centrpal priority of the

LY

R@agan Administration. The Administraito~:'~"

/ — . -
N L '
mental system. Inﬁﬁugustﬂl981;,the natéon s govermnors, at the Admin-’

istracion's urginigs, voted to support a phased-in reduction of federal

. é . S G
! :

P

S BT
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aid to education; law enforcement; and transportation in return for a
stronger federal'commitment to safety met rograms such as welfare and
ﬁedicaid. In: the 1983 budgeg, the Réagan Admin%i:ration unvetled its

New Federalism program to implement such a shift.

Eventually, t:he New Federalism proposal foundered/ a victim of -

bndgetarﬁ‘iéroBlemsa Upon seeing tne actual proposal'outliﬁed; it did

not take the governors long to realize that the price of New Federal-

ism was substantial budget'custs./}ﬂy the fall of 1982; the proposal

was dead.

A;i*ss ambitious set of proposals consolidating existing cate=
! _

gorical programs into block grants wgs a i’cé? éiemént on the Reagan

Administration education agenda. As“’i noted earliér, in 1981 the

-

Administration proposed a major consolidation of ‘most éléii'iét‘il:at‘f,i and

f

provided the impetus for congressionai -actiom. Without this

; P
encouragement, it is doubtful that ‘any consoiidation would have been

" enacted.

in the 1982 and 1983 budgets, the Administration iﬁEEB&dééd two

additional proposals to consolidate categorical érogram into block

grants. The first would have repealed the Vocational Education/?ct
and the Adult Education Act and replaced them with a single block'

. grant to the states. Ninety percent of the funds would .have been.

: J
distributed to the states with the remainder progiding a discretionary
fund for the Department of Education. Although the proposal was

introduced in the Senate; it never received §éfioiis consideration.

4
]

{3

.-
%
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block grant. As,noted«above; the plan was viewed suspiciously on

E]

Capitol Hill and was never introduced: -

REORGANIZATION Eiimiﬁaiiﬁg the Education Department (ED) was

v perhaps the Administration s highest priority ing

'.edﬁcation; Throughout 1981, educators and policymakers alike watched

for signals of the’ Administration s intentions. ~ In August 1981,-

d .

Hoﬁse. Thé options,includedi' Freate .an- é’ucation foundation'-dis~

tribute all ED functions to other ageﬁcies- create an independent

agency which would retain most of EB s functions,»or merge ED into

0‘ R
.

Services)

Bell recommended the establishment of an Education Foundation.f

<"

.agencies (for example, vocational | rehabilitation would become the

responslbiiity of Health én'd Human Services, and vocational education

/ -

ing biock gf&ﬁfg conducting research, and gathering statistics:

President Reagan accepted the proposal for an education founda—.

tion and it was announced in the¥1983 budget. Despite support for the
K3

idea among conservatives (indeed* some {néﬁBéEg of the Whit? Eoiis'e

'really have been eliminated), the Reagan plan quickly stalled on

e EN .

e
ey

-
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‘,would have Béen transferred to the Departmentﬁof Labor) The‘edﬁca: ‘

R SR
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Capitol Hill. Key Senate Republicans-=including Majority Leader
I - L , :
Howard Baker (R-Tenn.), Senator William Roth (R=Del.), chairman of the

Governmental Affairs Committee, and Senator Robert Stafford (R=VE.),

chairmian of the Subcommittee on Education; Arts and the Humanittes—-

duced. By April 1982; the plan was shelved. In the FY.1984 budget

the Administration again indicated g?at plans to eliminate ED would be

forthcoming. éaaévaf; no plans were advanced :and in the summer of

1983 Secretary Bell announced that the effort had been abandoned:

While the effort td eliminate the Department of Education fatled;
the Administration has relied on a series of reorganizations and staff
reductions to reduge che scope of the agency:. Shortly after taking

- ioffice;. the Administration eliminated several ptssi'ti'ons- that, ’aith”o’uéﬁ
¥ , , P : :
n8t statutorily mandated, were staffed by an Assistant Secretary. One
; 7 n Ags
of these was the Assistant Secretary: for Non-public Education.
Sacrificing this position was a CGﬁﬁPﬁﬁd irbﬁ? for an Adﬁiﬁiétratiiii
committed to strengthening non-public schools. The office had been
éféétéd by Pi‘é’Si’d‘éii’t‘. Carter aé é.ﬁbﬁiététﬁtéﬁ ijé;itibﬁ té get the

been horrified by the necessity of making so crass a compromise but

rose . to the occasion: They must have greeted the abolition of the:

position with some bemusement:

In addition to reorganizing the Department, rthe Reagan Admin-

istration has made some curious personnel aPpointments, Reagan's y
o ' o
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first director of the National Institute of Education will be remem-
W . ]

bered primarily for one act. Shortly after taking over, he decided
that the federal governmént would be better served if the agency he

to the President proposing the elimination of NIE. Having aag&a&e;é;
: E b "«

to clear this clever idea with Secretary Bell, he'was summarily fired

for his trouble: € J

This particular fiasco is replete Wii?/irony’ because one of the

things the federal government gan do in education--at least in theo-

- i

ry—is to support a vigorous and well designed program of research

- .
e

have been laid against the Department of Education: Critics contend
that the Department is éE;ffé& by iﬁ&i51&§£i§ whose primary qualifi-
cation is ideological; and some political appointees who have not
exhibited )sﬁfficientiy conservatives views--such as former Under-
§éérétér?‘ﬁiiiiém C. Clohan-=have been firéd;ss

- . A ¢

: b
: b |
TUITION TAX CREDITS Enactment of tuition tax credits for parents
’ who send their children to private schools has
been“an important objective for the private school community and Some
education reformers. Congress came close to approving such a measure

tion convinced the Congress to adopt the Middle Income Student Assist- ;.

Y

ance Act (MISAA) rather than a tax credit proposal authored by Sen-
= b
ators Packwood (R-Ore.) and Moynihan (D-N:.Y:).

5

-

‘headed were abolished. Having so decided; he.wrote a personal letter
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In addition, tuition tax credits were a ‘centrai feature of tha"

o : . |
1980 Republican platform, and the Democratic Party has called for,

constitutionally acceptable ways to support private education. ih

_the Administration presented a tuition tax credit program. Under

th

‘tuition costs paid to private, non—profituelenentary and secondary.
schools: The maximum credit gguld be $100 per child in 1983, rising
= 2

to $300 in. 1985 and beyond A full credit wouldigo,to families with

-

adjusted incomes of $40, 000 or less. The credit would be.rEduced for
‘families with incomes between $40,000 and $60,000. The Administration

estimated that 2.4 million families would take advantage of the credit’

and $753 miiiion in i986.56 . - . .

The Senate Finance Committee held heariligs. and approved the
Administration's proposal (S5.528) 1in ﬁay' 1983. In November 1983,
Senate Majority L%er Baker attached the tax *"t;credit‘proposai to
:H;R.3398; a package of tariff and foreign trade measures; thus alioﬁiri

ing the full Senate to debate the measure. As in previous debates,

opponents of tax credits charged that the program would be inef=

ficient; regressive; and weaken the public schools, while supporters

maintained that the program would enhance: educational choice and
improve educational quality.
'On November 16; the Senate tabled the Administration-backed bill

on a 59- 38 Vote.57 The 1opsided vote in the Republican-controlled

u}“”,n“'.’

Senate; coupled with inactiod on the measure in the House of

!

ey
[JoR



9
o
[V 2]
1]

w

[0 ]
1

o

;
Representatives,. seems likely to bury the program for the foreseeable

future.

STUDENT ASSISTANCE In the 1984 budget the Reagan Administration
outiined a major restructuring in student

'Eiﬁéﬁéiéi aid programs. Under the President's proposal, the Pell

. Grant program; Supplemental Grants, and State Student Incentive Grants

‘would be replaced with a single "self help" grant. The maximum grant
would rise to $3,000 for the 198485 academic year. (compaved to $1800.
under ‘the Pell program). Each student féqaégtiﬁg éi&»ﬁ&ﬁlaAfifét be
required to contribute 40 percent; but not less than $800; to the
toftal cost of his education. The so-called seif-heip contribution

L e —

(which could cpme from student earnings, scholarships, vai6§ﬁ§)~566i&
'be 1n addition to the “expected family contribution” that would be
determined for each applicant. :

The Administration alsSo proposed .to establish a program of
Education Savings Accounts, allowing families with incomes up to
_ F _ .

L L _ 4

§60,000 to save $1,000 annually for future college costs. Unlike
' Individual Retirement Accounts, the amount put aside each year would
- - ,i ,’ - - - -
be taxable as income. The interest and dividends; however; would not
{ cq !

be taxed. o

The Education Savings Account was greeted with some interest; but most

educatgrs and policymakers believed the proposed. benefits did not

provide a sufficient stimulus to encourage saving for education.

- :
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best, lukewarm.

COMMISSION ON EXCELLENCE Perhaps the Reagan Administration's,
greatest success in education has been
calling attention to the sad state of the nation's schools. In August

1981, in an event that attracted little notice, Secretary Bell

appointed the Natifhal Commission on Excellence in Education and
instructed it to examine educational issues at che elementary;
secondary, and postsecondary levels, but to pay special attention to

Eighteen months later,-in.April 1983, the Commission released itss

. L : o N
findings. The report took the form of an open letter to the American

people: Its 1dfty rhetoric provided a field day for the news media.

The Commission yarned: -
+++.The educytional foundations of our socilety are presently
being eroded by a rising tide of mediocrity that threatens
our very future as 3 Nation and a people. What was
unimaginable a generation ago has begun to occur—others are
matching and surpassing our educational attainments.

on America the mediocre educational performance that exists
today, w& might\yell have viewed it as an act of war. 4s it

stands, we havd allowed this to happen to ourselves.;::We

have, in effect; been ééﬁﬁittiﬁggééﬁ act of unthinking;
unilateral educational disarmament: :

curriculum; and its recommepdations urged a strengthening of academic

requirements: The Commission also made several . recommendations

designed to make teaching a "more rewfirding and respected profession.'

P . . j
. . 7‘5 :
V
L

4
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The report met with widespread acclaim. ?61ié§ﬁik§?§; educators;
—_— (e

and the ;pﬁblic all found themselves im basic agreement with the
eaﬁiggiaﬁ;é findings and réedﬁﬂﬁéndatiﬁné. ' The rep”o’rt set off a

on.the state of education were initiated: . .,

. , The White House praised the report: Bpfsident Reagan told the

Commission members that he would "continue to work in the months ahead .

+

‘for passage of .tuition tax credits, vouchers, educational 'savings

e

accounts; voluntary school prayer; and abolishing the ﬁeparfment of

Education," a promise that some believed was inconsistent with the

repért itself. 1In the weeks that followed tﬁe:frééidént made several

in the summer and fall of 1983.6 A1l echoed che tﬁeﬁé of the Excel-

lence Gommission the schools ate:Fin trﬁuble and urgently need

attention; There 1is ébﬁﬁtning of an irdny here: the probiems facing

N
stiffer graduation requirements, basic skills prograns, and . minimum

competency testing 7 Yet despite these initial éffdrté,v the fact

N

edncatibn a subjecc of vigdrous pnbiic debate and discussiqn.

= . _, 4G

t

remains that it was.the regprt “of the Excellence Commission thgt made
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IMPACT OF THE i{EfAGAN CHANGES - Describing what - the Reag{%ﬁdmin- J
: , - : istration set out to do and what they i -

accomplished tells only part of the story The othe}f part--the impact

of the policy changes and budget cuts on state governments, local ,'f"

5 .
and there is scant fesearch evidence available a@%gpresent. The -*

infSrmation that s available; however;: provides/'some “important -

> -

insights.®! . . v AN

At the elementary/secondary leyel, the most far-reaching changes - * |

have taken- place in response to- the Education Consolidation and
fmprovement Act. Chapter I of ECIA has reduced the administrative
/ s

also reduced thé, resources available. Since Chapter I ‘funds

primarily to poor school districts, the decline in snppora means that

-

supplemental programs to aid low—income and minorit\§' youth are most o 5

likely to be\affected. The administrative burden has also been eased

l

under Chapter II of EGIA " but the distribution of federal education

money'has -aiso* been aitered:' Initial studies suggest that urban N ®

v

districts that did not get federal categorical f}mds prev%ously do so
. .\\.
now. - Do - ‘ , :
X\l Sy o - , .
School districts that received substarntial amioiunts of fioney  umnders :

the Emergency School Assistance Act (Eéﬁ&)::such as _élévéland—,
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‘Lauis; Detroit; and Buffalo--have been especially hard hit by the

elimination of funds for this pi—agraﬁi. Indeed, théré ig some con=

! S
tricts desegregate their ciassrooﬁ§. fﬁﬁact aid reductions have had a

 town, Virginia, and West Point, New York—-that were heavily dependent

on the program.
It 1s difficult to determine how individual districts aze re-

sponding to the Chapter I and Chapter II programs, but some general=

—_—

T F T . ___ o _...T
izations are possibie;- Some districts’ apparently fgar_that federal

guditors will descend and examine Chapter I- .spending under the same
criteria thgt governed Title I, and have thus relied on theﬁﬁiore
. :

stringént Title I regulations in designing programs. -

-

Similarly, a belief that Chapter IT is targeted for elimination ”

‘ - 2 VIR

iaunch programs that; they may have to eliminate later. As a resilt, -

There is little evidence that states or 1ocal schooi districts .

.

',héve increased their own expenditures specificaily to make up for

>56deral hndget cuts. ln ﬁoét cases, schools are apparently shifting,

- S

resources, if possible,yor simply doing less in these program areas.

Some states have recently moﬁed to increase spending on education, but;-

[ o . .
' N

v - . . E ii@; ) : )
v ‘

1g7/1"‘

o
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quality and not the result of  federal reductions. California,.

Mississippi,  Tennessee, Arkansas,” Florida, and Pennsylvania have

already enacted far-reaching statutory changés or are seriously

“e

existing revenue sources, and the changes requiring large infusions of\

,,,,, 4 '3

new money will b diffic’lt to design and enact. — f

At the ﬁostsecondary level, there is little doubt that the. number

o
T : .

of students receiving federally~5ponsored student aid has fallen.

That was,'after all, the purpose of the budget cuts. It,is‘certain
_ e o ot 28 :
that the income ceilings on the Pell Grants and GSL have reduced the

N

number aé'aiaaié:iﬁeaﬁé Séﬁéfieiariés; There ts also some eVidence

affected.. The National ﬁssociation of Independent Golleges and

. Universities, Ffor- example; foun&'a "dramaticadecline in the number

and ﬁroﬁortion of Iow-income stndents attending private colleges and

» -~

universities between 1978—19 and 1981-82, a development they attribute;

to increasing college ‘¢osts and decrasing federal aid. Similarly, a

: study for the National Association of State Universities and :Land
6rant Colleges found reduced enrollment at historically black land

grant colleges and attributed this to reductions in Eederal student

-

e
2w

_éia. .
®

ﬁreliminary More extensive studies in the future will continue to

_ thinking of doing so. But therE,are-linité to what states can do with

L 4l

LYl
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ASSESSING THE REAGAN RECORD Judging the Reagan Aaﬁiﬁist%atiaﬁigi;
< : . education efforts 1is only. slightly

'

Iess compiicated than describing what they have atteaﬁted to do: The
Administration‘ has moved on ‘many fronts, making simple judgments

impossible. Moreover, the assessment of various events depends in

part omn the perspective of the analyst. ﬁéspité tnééé difficulties,

it is important to evaluate whether they have gchieved what they “set -

out to accomplish. ] B =
In any Presidency, the record must reflect both successes and
'/

faiiures; Perhaps the clearest Reagan success 1is not generaiiy seen

as a part of education policy, but is in\hn area in which the &dmin-

e

istration-asserted it would make a major difference. redncing infla-

-~ Y

tion. When Secretary Bell - first donned the mantle of power, he
repeatedly cited reducing inflation as the single most imgortant thing

.the federal government: could do to . Belp educatfon. The point was so

"

Moreover; critics of the Reagan ‘effort offered another interpretation.

~

that the Administratioh was emphasizing inflation to keep the public's’

" mind off of budget cuts:
There vas that element “in the Administration's position, buc
"i'r.nffiacion reduction' nas genuin‘eiy important. The galloping inflation
jp'f 'tthéll late i§76§‘-dfove up the co8t of everything fréin‘ penciis to

, -
n

school buildings. At the same time, there 1is strong circumstantial
evidence §hat high rates of #nfiation can easily wipe out earlier
salary gains; a problem particilarly threatening: to school teachers

" and university faculty, neither of whose salaries are especially
% 1

B L 50
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market sensitive in the short run. By résucing,infiatioﬁ the Admin-
istration, has hebped estahlish a ‘more stable fiscal Cciigfite for

eéducation administrators at: the . state; local; and institutional

The reduction in iqflation benefits some federal prograims direct-
St -
ly. For example; the decline in interest rates has reduced the 'funds

needed for the Guaranteed Student Loan Program, and any further

r L]

,Among specific education issues; the successes are 1ess~easily

identifiahie. ;The Adﬁinistrafioﬁ has met part of its- objective of

}

 as sharpi§ as ﬁroﬁoséd:- As Table 2 shows, between 1980 and 1984, thé_§

federal educatipn budget (excluding the GSL prograﬁ) increased by less

_than five percent. In real (after inflation) dollars, the budget fell

by 17.7 percent; ‘ ;o ‘ ~f

The Administration can also claim victoty in the creation of the

goverﬁiﬁg Chapter I. _In neithég case was the Congress willing to go’

as far as the Adminis;;Ltion proposed but tﬁe Reagan efforts were the

impetus for a significant change in public policy.

Finally, as noted eariier, the-Administrétioﬁ can clearly call

the Excellence eaazggiaa ‘a major success: Its report has fogea the
: Y

than any other event in recent temory .
\J - - - I . - - o

" Yet just as there 'are some successes, So are there failures

Cieariy ghe federal deficit is onme. Just as reducing inflation has

helped education, the n?gé federal deficit has hurt it. Budget
" ] . ~

i / ] R

- ~§1. / . . )
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. Education gtiil stands: , : -
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we néét théaé" Réther;'it 15,"wnar-w111 iﬁ cost?" sihig was very
,/ Qo - _

budgetary impact of the prop sai cleariy weighed heaviiy on the minds

of several Senators who voted' agq;nit passage.

There are a number of other dreas where the Reagat Administration
sought significant tﬁéﬁgééléndviéiied to achieve them: Regulatory
reform, for -Eiéﬁﬁie; has 'pra@éd béiugival The' Adniniétrétion ddd

ment; and they have yet to offer a replagement. Moreover; the efforts

Block grantiproposals in v0caticn31/adu1t "and epeciai education were

v Y

not seriously considered. The.proposal to restructure student atd

received virtually no ’tténfion.

r’constitutional amendment to permit school prayer has

a 3

x - - . o -

éﬁEérriééiﬁé deféét. And perhaps ﬁoE? conspicuous: the Department of )

* Yet' merely iiétiné iEEoﬁfidéﬁﬁénté ~and énortéoﬁinQE is not
. “ o o
coﬁpieteiy fair. No administration can-achieve all it proposes. To a

tion) ;é ﬁﬁe ability to develop a ;mali number of ideas and bring them

3

“to fruition. President Reagan has céiééiﬁi? done that with tax and

. . . . ) o # L
expenditure policy. He has hot done it with education policy:. His

administration's success to date can best be characterized s a
S € e
o :

- A

52 -
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}f is no}iongér: ‘"What are the educéﬁional opportunity needs and How can
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triumph of "less of the same;" a consequence of budget policy ("cut,

squeeze, trim"), not education initiatives. The education policies

—

ithey pursued often went in different‘\directiéis. rHoreover; tney

féderal presence’ in education. s ‘

v

Three possible initiatives are. immediateiy apparent. One would

,fhave been policies to strengthen the education of poor ‘and minority

'youngsters, prectseiy the popuiation most in need of help and the

»popuiation’toJGBiEH tﬁe'Repubiiean/?arty needs to reach out. Partic=

e

ularly with accusations about the Administration taking from the poor
and giving to the rich, a;strategy to help the poor and minorities was

desirable.., That had béén the larger part of the federal education

‘stratégs‘ for two //decadesi and 1t would have been to Eﬁ;
. 'l/__ : . ’ .

Administration s credit and advantage to haVELeforged a Repubiican

strategy for tha\ population -

[

poor earned’ Eaa ‘1ittle to enjoy the benefit of\a credit agé!ﬁét income

%
taxes: . In any cﬁse; tuirion tax credits could not pass, given ;he

budgetary realitiesisof ie Administration's other decisions;' They

became an enpty' debate that advanced no one's interests. If the

7
a

i
issues, it should have focused on the disadvantaged For about the

- s <o
billion dollars), the Administration could have proposed full
7

funding»;iLTitle I (now Chapter I), as a condition of supporting full

Fe

as Pell Grants.do in highqr(education. Using a-popular program as the

77 ,

‘\
c\n‘
Lo
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basis for iagproaching a new Congtitﬁéﬁb? (with a program that is

the appropriate 1evel : }';

A conservative approach to education 1is one that extends the
benefits of choice to those who do not currently enjoy it—1liberty as

well as equity for the poor. The inteiiectuai groundwork has aiready

been well prepared. The research findings (funded in large measure by

the U.S. Government when President Carter was in office) are powerful,

I

¢

(tf&ﬁiééii&} it is the work of one researcher; James Goleman, that

brackets the extremes of this policy debate: His first major study. of
stchools was used to,justify 1arge—sca1e school businéi his most recent

- of . educating low~income_ minority youngster

would be a program of education vouchers, of entitlements, to help the

poor . attend pfivaté’scﬁaaigidar_pubiic schools out of their neighbor-

hood attendance zones. ﬁi§ service was paid ché,idéa in the. form of a

J

but the idea, and ideas tike it, ‘were not fuiiy developed; nor did the

Administration do its homework on Capitoi Hiil.

A second missed opportunity of real significance was the chance

T to reorganize and reconfigure the Department of 'E£ducation. ' Preoc-

_ cupie&i with the Quixotic task of disnantling it;, the Administration

Department.

sl
a

¥

One possible device

,,,,,,,
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As it happens; the Reagan Administration could have done  a good
deal to strengthen and rationalize the Departmert to help meet its own
agenda. The statute that estabiishéd ‘the Bépartﬁéﬁt of Education,

gives the . Secretary authority to undertake wholesale reorganization, a:

privilege he has failed to exercise. The Department has ‘a management

v —

To cite only one example, the Office of the Assistant Secretary for

Research and Improvemerit (O6ERI) has within it the National Institute

of Education (which itself reports to a Presidentially appointed

poiicy board, the ﬁarionai Council for Edﬁcétioﬁ Research (ﬁééﬁji; the

) \iibraries and Learning Technologies (OLLT) Each’of these organiza-

tions has considerable independence to set its own agenda. At onme

time, such a loose administrative structure made sense--NTE had been
dﬁaéi;aﬁtonoﬁoﬁs; for example--but under the aegis of a ﬁéainiﬁéEEaéﬁE

it no longer does:. An independent Policy Board for NIE and an
independent administrator for NCES are not necessary. 5ata collection
and research poiicy should neither be separately; set nor managed. As
a resuit; these functions should be unified in a new organizational
structure, unner the direct supervision of -an Assigtantosécrétary.
Combining the responsibilities in this fashion would make it possible
to recruilt a national figure to oversee the federal government's
education research and data codlection responsibilities and add’
credibility to the federal .effort.

"Not only wauia’ﬁaﬁéy be saved; efficienc§ would be iﬁcreasea;
morale would improve, and the White House could claim that it was

85
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Finally, a third missed opportunity _ the Administration'couid

have done something serious and Systematic about research and data

collection. One of the most important and potentially benefigial

sea”ch and data collection; similarly, much »of what ‘we know _about

funded education réééarth Alﬁoét ill observers believe the federal

government should play a_jtrong and vi}ible tole in this are in

1983; it ts worth remembering that the federal role in educationA,

—

for example, the Heritage Foundation spoke of the_ pathetic quality

% .
of data for research and poliey~making; The'situation has not im-

proved 1n recent 9 § Ugﬁer the Reagan Administration,'the National

Institute of ° Education now has a budget of less than $50 million. In

~ its first year 'o'fk oﬁération, more than a de’cad' dgo its operating

fbaagéc was $104 @i1Tion. Today it still carries the same administrat-

\,,,, !

the same responsibiiities. But the original Institute was designed on

mately $250 million. That it does not have so large a budget is not

an argument for increases, but iE is at iziﬁiixiiii an argument on behalf

~

of rational congruence between . budget and mission: ' T




A President Goes to School

an exercise in Futility:

. The budget for the National Center for Educatidn §t§ti§tié§ has
dropped as well, despite the fact that chere 1is widespread support for
its accivigiés;\\lndeeq, without it we are powerless to make informed

~ judgments about the quality of out nation's schools,; something that is
| 8 aber f someth’
increasingly important.

-

in this area and emphasized the contributions the federal governmest

can make:. That they. have chosen instead to view it as yet -another
target £t trimming the federal budget illustrates the difficulty they
have encountered in charting an appropriate and consistent federal

role in education:

v - - - - - ) o
nistration has been unable to accomp-

Part of .the reason the Ada

lish more of its objectives or identify new targets of oppartunity is
that they lack the confidence of the education coumunity. The Reagan
’ /

-Administration has done little to conceal their hostility toward a

- - - - - o - - L 3 o o o
federal role in. education; and; not surprisingly; most education
interest groups regard their,efforts skeptically. To QSEéLéiEéQE;'BE
course; this 1s a regular occurrence: the expectations

the collision between ideology and practical politids,

/ - ~
. .
. (. o E

‘The Reagan Administration could easily have taken the initilative

gy
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e
understanding i3 reached that ailows political agendas to be recast.

in the ﬁeagan Administration this;has not been the case. They have

:,* % % % ®

A SUMMING UP On balance then; what may we say about the

oL . - first three years? The Administration has been

§ucce§§fu} in its quest to give more flexibility to states and local
A i o Y

school districts. - THere is no question-that administrative require-

ECIA Chapters I and II. However; the Aeffect clearly is that the

v

states Hﬁéi“ for discretion: Those programs with the most flexi=

bility—Chapter I1I, Vocatiomal Education, Impact 'Atd=—have been hit

_hardest by budget cuts.

As'weii; there has been some modest change in the direction of

federal:aid to education. By reducing or eliminating the regulatory -

| éﬁapte; II block grant, the Administration has moved the federar

3

government one step cloéér to general aid to education. fhe outcome

‘Aééaéiétioﬁ; The groundwork is well laid if at_some point in time the

NEA finds a friend in the White House.
1 S T o orae . _ O AU ' -
The ultimate irony i; the positronothaﬁkeducation now occupies in

nétionai life: Reagan entered office with a clear commxtﬁeﬁé to

reduce the federal role; which, to some extent, he has dome: -But what

‘v

“\ : ' e 5553 -

- requiremerts that formally governed Title I and by creating tﬁe

7
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- the Administration has managed to do, more by éccident than by design;

is to place educa¥ion at center stage. The Administration has shifted"

the debate from equity to excellence, and the new issue Wwill not go

-away . PolicyEARers at all levels of govermment are now forced .to deal

with it. Just what they wiil do, of course, remains an open question.

ithey sought. What they achieved was accomplished in the first six
Vmonths of the term, and there has been little wovement since.; Many of

jtheir gpst important SOals-—tax credits, school prayerl_’regulgtory

reform, abolishing the Department--are increasingly uniikely. By any

4

Théré were campaign 'slogans, and stump speeches, there were isolaced

ideas, but no coherent and consistent education policy. Not even

Within the context of budget policy=-which had the virtue of being

- direct 1if severe--was- there education policy. Its sole purpose was to

cut the budget. Once the decision to make major cuts in education had

been ﬁadé, it was possible to imagine a set of education policies

which would rationalize the expenditure of whatever money was left:

o
the federal foie; agaiﬁsE federal intrusiveness: His attachment to

-

joppositidn ‘to the education establishment was so deep that he had no

friends among them--no debts;to pay, no obligations to honor. That he
g

:55; ;i ' b" 7 -

Yet; to g very large extent;, they have failed to achieve what
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more vigor, is itself & commentWry on thé real nature of the Reagan
Administratin's interest in education. It was not’ great. In truth,

beyond the, battle of the budget the Administration cared little about
’ Y - RN S
it—they cared not enough to do mich, @p or down.

ind  so. education under President Reagan-—in spite of grand”

three years into Eheféeagan Administration, any mandate for change, o

any policic1é1§ppoltunicy to change, has evaporated. “In basic out-,

.

line, the federal role in education looks very similar to what 1t did

under President’s Johnson, NixoRs Ford, and Carter.

- b —‘2 Eﬁa E" T | - . ' v
- ] ) ,
'
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It is ‘true thal most state school finance systems take into aecount D

1

the relative wealth of 1local districts, but only cursorily: It was

for this reason that there was & spate of schooil finance lawsuits in

the 1960s and 1970s. Legislative redress having escaped the school -

finance reform inity, they turned to the courts. California s

iandmark Serranofy, Priest decision is the best known.

'

'

The program is now known as Chapter 1 of the Education Consolida-

tion and Improvement Act (ECIA). : . C J

3 In fairness xo supporters of these proposals, 1t should Zgénoted

that elimination of denominational and non-denominatinnél pr er in
public ‘Schools had been a federal, constitution - 1ssue; 81 larly;
the principal objection to favorable tax treatmedt o ’riﬁate school
‘tuitions ha? been constitutional. recent decision iler v
Allen; handed down by the U.S: Supreme Court, appears .q have finally

. Settled tbe issue of what type of tax credit program wiii pass consti- . .

tutiona& muster. ; —
3 : . T

For a somewhat more detailed review of the history Zérfedergi.aid.

scatiol  "The Chang—

. ing Context of Federal Education Aaid," Educaﬁicugandgﬂrha&#SOCiety;

1. 15, No: 4, August 1983, pp. 408~431. See also, two geports by
the Advisory Commissibn -on Intergovernmental Relati--s, =

] 0, (Washington, D.C.: Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmenfal Relations, 1981). - ‘ il

to education; see Terry W: Hartle and Richard 'P. Hollan
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For a comprehensive review of federal aid 'to vocational education

see;, U.S. Department of Education, The Vocational Education Studz

. The Final Report; {(Washington; D.C.: Vocational Education Study,
1981) _ . ; - .
1 ;.
6 Public Law_ 78-346, enacted June 22 1944, s i
s

P.L. 815 and P.L. 874 provided funds for -construction (P L. 815)
and operation (P.L. 874) of schools in federally affected areas:

8 Pubiic taw 85-864, 72 Stat: 1580, enacted Sept: 2; 1958.

2
Vocational Education Act 1s° Pubiteifpgw 88-210, 77 Stat. 403, /}//,

enacted December 18, 1963. Higher Education Faci ties Act is. Public
Law 88-204, 77 Stat: 363, enacted December 16, 196

0 " public Law 89-10, 89-10, 79-Stacd 27, April 1i, 1965. For am
extended discussfon of the enactment and implementation/of this law,
see Stephefi K. Bailey and Edith K. rMosher, ce
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college. That the idea was probably bad public policy and that budget
costs quickly sﬁhn out of control is clearly important, but the fact
remains that the law did what the Carter Administration and the Con-

gress intended

20 Cited i Derek Bok, Begond—the7195¥y—1bwer (6am5ridge; Mass, :
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QHarvard University Press, 1982), 37—38
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: 28
. -socialization services to disadvantaged preschool’ chiidren:;Liuot )
everyone. considers this an education, Pprogram: Indeed; Head Start' is -

administered _by £he Department of Health and Human Services, not the

- L

Department of Education. For a more compiete discussion of -changes in

Head Start and’. ther .sociat service: programs, see, Michael F. Gutowski

and Jeffrey J. K8shel; "Social Services," 'in John €. Palmer and Isabel

V. Sawhill, eds.; The Reagan xperiment, - (Washington, D.C.: ~ Urban® .
Institute Pres, i982). pp. 307-328" - = : N <
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funds for the 1982-83 school year. However, rescissions in the FY‘4981*
budget wouid have reduq?d funds for the 1981-82 academic year. ' The -

Reagan rescissions would have reduced federal education appropriations

for fiscal year 1981 by,$2 1 billion belowthe Carter budget request.

’ 337 Material on the President's budget requests for 1982 1983, and

. 1984 1is drawn primarily from U.S. Office of Management -and _Budget,_
Budget of the United States, (Washington, D.C. Government Printing
Office, selected years). Other sourtes include _Paul M. Irwin, et . -«
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for Programs Administered by the Department of Educat on,'

and Public Welfare Division,: Gongressinnai Research Servic ; tibrary of

Congress, June 24, 1983y Amgrican Council onlEducation, 'Student ,Aid

Cuts in the’ Reagan Administration,.rWashington,7 .Ca, June 6 1983,.

the Subcommittee "bn Postsecondary Education, 98th Congress, lst ses-

sion, 1983. = : - “r -

34 Public Law 97-35, enacted August 13, 1981.°

y Report, Vol. 39, No. 31, August

35 e T
Quoted in Dale Tate,,"Recogciliation Spending Cut Bili Sent tq\

-

'' Reagan," .Congressional Quarteri;
}; 1981, 1371. ’ :

Quoted in Helen Dewar and Spencer Rich "House Democrats ,Threaten
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"Forbis_Jordan and Paul M. Irwin, Education Consolidation and Improve-"

ment Act of 19814'" Education and Public Welfare Division, Coqgres fonal
§§§§§§§§ Service;. Library oFf Congress; August 1981; June O'Neill and
-Margaret Simms; "Education" in John L. Palmer and Isabel V. :Sawhill,"

eds:; The Reagan Experiment; (Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute Press, .~

198%), pp. 329-3603. David S. Osman,; "Summary of Amendments to the

Guaranteed Student ann (GSE) Program under the OmniSus Budget Recon-

ci}iation Act of 1981," Education and Public Weifare Division; Congres-

- 8ional Research- Service, Library of Congress, September 1981

,J38 Educationkionsolidation and iﬁﬁ?é@éﬁéac Act of*1981; Cha%mer 1
Sec. 552. .

“
@ . . —

39 7y—pass provisions allow the - u.s: Secretary of Educatign to arrange

for direct services to private school students if any state department

of education is;unable-or unwilling to do so. By-pass provisions have
=been exercisgd in Missouri and Virginia where state constitutional

) In a number of states; so-called "Blaine Amendments (named 1in

honor of Speaker of the House James G. Blaine, an ardent anti—Catholic)

are more restrictive than the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.

1 3.t - ey )

Galifornia 'S IS typical.

.

40 - For general information about the Reconciliation ACt provisions,

see, Congressional ‘Quarterly Weekly Report; "Rg conciliation Roundup,"

Vol. 39, No. 33; August 15, 1981, pp: 1461-1: see also, American

Enterprise Institute, Review:_ 1981 Session of‘*the Congress; 97th
Congress, lst session, Washington, D.€:: American Enterprise Insti-
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policy in this are see, Iris C. Rotberg. ""Some Legal and Research
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54 For more detailed informatiom see, David M. Ackerman, 7"Legal
Conitext of the Controversy Concerning the Tax Exempt Status of Private
Schools, that Discriminate on the Basis o;ﬁRace,T Congressional;Researgh
Service, Library of Congress, ,October . 1983, See also, _ Deniﬁ P,
Doyle; '"The Sometimes - Uncercaih Course Ypf Deregulation of Federal
Educacion Programs,' Education Times, MarcH 15, 1Q82 . D -,

L J— v
have; been excepcionaliy’good. Secrecary Bell has; from the perspective

of many educators,; at least managed to keep the place afloat. Under-

gecretary Gary Jones; NiE Director Manuel Justiz; and Assistant Sec~.

retary Madeline Wiil are also among chose highly regarded by the "

education ccmmunicy

56 For more details see, U.S. Office of Management and budget, ‘Major
Themes ‘and Additional . Budget DeCails, Fiscal Year 1984, (Washington,
’

e Breaking vote in his capacity as Presidenc of the SenaCe Obviously,

Bush's presence was not necessary. For more information sSee; - Tom
Mirga,; "Senate Defeats Tax-Credic Bill by 21 ques," Education Week;.
Nov< 23, i983, P I. : '
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che GSL progratn. These have been discussed earligr. For additiona
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, information see, U.S. Office. of Managema&c and Budgec,eﬁagorefhemeseand

9 » Pp: 96-97. ,
5? &acional Commission on Exgellence in Edﬁcagi:n. A Nation At Risk,
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Grade, (New York: TIwentieth Century Fund, 1983), N ciéggl Scietice
Board Commission &n Precollege Education in Mathematicsy Science and

Technology, Educacing Americans™ for the Twenty-First Cen Uury, - (Wash=

ington; D.C.: National Science Jpundation, 1983), Er:iest prer, High
School; (New York. Harper & Row, 1983).

\

policy changeg is drawn from a vagiecY of ‘sources. See; for example,

American Association of School Administrstors; Impact of Chapter 2 of
_Local. Edncacioﬁ ggencies, (AriingCOn, Va.. AASA March 1983),

istration," (WashiugCOn, D.C.: American Council on Education; June

1983, xerbx), Anne H. Hascings and Tei Bartell, The Effects of Chapter

_and Paperwork Requirements for

LocaL~SehneL—Distrie§s, June 1983;- McLean, Va. Lilﬁgvagced”'gechnolgg}j1
June 1983; Paul Irﬂin, et al., "Impact of Budget Changes in Major

. Education Programs During the Reagan Adminiscracion;9 Education and

Public Welfare Divisioiiy ' Conigressional-~ Research Service, Libfary of
Congress, July 19 1983% Virginia .Hodgkinson and Julianne Still Thrife,

' "Recent "Trends in Financial Aid -to ~Students ACCending Independenc

v -
" 'li
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Independent Goiieges and Universities, August 1982; . Richard K.'Jung, 5
.and Ted Bartell, s ' CIA Block Grant on }~
the Largest School Districts and Cities, McLean, Va.: Advanced Tech-

o nology, May 1983; Michael Knapp, et al., Cumulative Effects of Federal

i { Districts, Menlo Park, Calif.. SRI

. International, 1983; Mary Moore, et al., The Interaction Between..

“Federal and Related  State - Education. Programs, Washingtom, D. Cat

Educational Testing Service, 1983 U.S. Congress, House of Representa- v

. tives, Committee on Education and Labor,; Staff Repo endrFiscai,Year
;ﬂ 1984 Budget Analysis,; 98th Congress, ist sess on, April 19837 '

-~

6? William H. Wilken, School eoﬁfcﬁiﬁiééﬁéﬁi, Voi 1, No. 14, October
31, 1983, p. 7. . | S - 7

63 Estimating tﬁe cost of a tuition tax credit program is notoriously

) gifficult: Obviously, the amount of .the credit and eligibility

“requirements will affect the cost. There are, however, more fundamenal

problems: One difficulty is utilization: there is no way to determine

how many people would take advantage of such a program. Indeed, a 1982

telephone survey for the Department of Education~ to ! assess likely

utilization found that many parents were unfamiliar "jth thé édnéépt of
tax credits for educational purposes. Thus,;;' Tl
what percentage of families would use( tu on tax Sredits. A second

) ,,problem is that it is dimpossible to determine how:' many people have

/ access to"'private _schools. Even "1f -it were possible to assume the

\ percentage of( families .that ‘would use a tax credit, it - is not clear
that all of them could use it. Given this; any attemot to estimate the

budgetary cost must be made very carefully. For a more compie!b. - .

discussion of the problems see, School Finance Project, Private Eiem~

entary and Secondary Education; (Washington, Di€.: Departmgpk of
Education, 1982): B : S 29 : .

66 ~See cspHCIaiiy;‘ﬂamgs 8 Cog%?an, Thomas Hoﬁfer and;Sally Kilgore,
§ -./~Xh Yot
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TARLE,
CHANGE 1N FEDERAL, EDUCATION APDROPRIATIONS
| " FISCAL YEARS 1980-1984 , |
- ) - | o
L T 'S 98] 1986
e —— Appropriation  -Appropriatton kppropriation  Appropeiation ™ Appropriation
Hajor Eiemeii@aryiéecondnry Prograns. ’
A — ‘ L T o '

Current Dollars . 7,943, 7486 8,835,683 100,03 07,565,986 8,018,765
1L(Ion':tant (1980) Uollars - - 8,094,774 6,051,756 6,220,928 QJO9 863
fedise (Decrease) gince- 1980 o S o

. Cutrent Dollars - LL:5 (11.6) . (5.0) “"';i.?“
“Constant (1980) Dollnrs "o 1.9 (23.8) (21,8) (20.6)
ok L : _ __,,'_ R C
ajor roétaécontla'ry"ﬁjnsg’rams"; | —
Appropilations ) g ’ . . o
. Current [)ollars . 5,064,222 y 6, 362 020 6,643,326 6,718,300 6,243,360
- Cogtant popapg,, e s, 072,005 5,538,582 4,900,597
- Increase (Dectinse) singg]980 S o -
Current Dolla# “ﬁi;?} - 25 4 ) 32.7 233
Constant f98@hﬁiﬂn - ;ﬁ;.‘? 165 - BT 9._6 : (1D
L s ¢ .
(‘namnteed Student @_pﬁ | e ’
 Appropriations -~ 4 | S - o _
 Current Noljars: : - .o,qy:,}’a& P L55,400 301,86 1 3,100,500 2,256,500,
Constant (1980 Dotlars A 3,300,618 2,649,867 - 233565059 1,771,193
 Increase (Decrease) since 1980 - i - ) o .
Current Dollars .~ - - anr 187,5 L 190.0 1100
Constant (i?ﬂﬁ).ﬁolla:s - 116.7° 147, 19,0 P 65.6
Total fmqerg! Spending, l'ess CSL
‘ Afg&ropriation . S o o .
¥ Current Dollars 12,513,203 le 12, 273 11,855,803 12,321,780 13122980
Constant (1980) Dollars - 11,217,800 10,048, 106 051585006 *10;300;612
' ""‘)sineel%ﬂ L o S o
Cartent Dollars” - - {L9) (6.9 (L.5) KB
Lonf;tant (1980) Dollars . - (10.4) ~ {19.7) (18.8) (17:7)
iota] Federn}rspen’dlng“ : {
Current Dollars 14,122,5%7 ALY TR ISR 1539400
B (‘onstant (1980) l)ollars 777777 - 13,535;4i4 12,697,973 12,714;163 12;071;865
an{ens! (Decrease) wliice 1980 A o o L
r""ﬂnt Dallats - N e .
o L A () w0 )
. il | S S



r~

[

- ' .
. — ‘ i A
Notes: (Table 2) =1 o . g s
a - ] ] _ . o _ S oD
a Elementary/Secondary-Programs include appropriations for: ECIA Chapter 1, ECIA

Chapter 2, TImpact Aid, Indian Education, Handicapped Education, Rehabilitation
Services, Vbtétidﬁal ad Adult Education, Librafieq§ and Hiliﬁéﬁal Education.
Appropriations for ecific programs found in Table 1.
1. i
b Postsecondary Pibéiéﬁé‘iﬁélﬁaé; Pell Grants,; Supplemental Grants; Work- Study,
Direct Loans, State fﬁééﬁfive Grants, Gyaranteed Student lLoans.
- Includes all Department of Education spending less appropriationq for Guaranteed

Student Loans.

Includes all bepartmeﬁt of Education appropriations.
Real change measured by changes 1n FNP deflator, Gth quarter to 6th quarter.'
Source: Office of Management and Budget, m1d~session review of the budget.
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